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JIn mid-1973 the 1dea of “teachrno competenc1es" as a ha to ar 1cu1atc
Y.

[N

- what teachers do was rcmotc to many cdueators in Pcnnsylvanla. The State Dcpart-

KN

Y

Y

] . .

ment of qucatkon was entouraglng 1ts teacher n1cQar1ng institutions ®o initiate .

Y N /

behav1ora1 competencv studles/as the first step touard Competency” Based Teacher
Ji

- v

Education,and although the1c was muph activity, espec1a}1y.dur1ng June, 1973,

at the state level, the r051due Jhad not yet. scttléd 1nto the programs of univer-:
] b

sities,’ collcges and public schools. L' Also during the month of Junc a small

. - »

group of public school and unlver51ty -personnel were struvgllng with competoncy

statements in Bethel Park, Pa. but .ot necessa111y because the State Department

wished it so. ~ReaSons for the effort "will be\descrlbed below ThlS study will

a .

attempt to examine the results of zhat cffort, which’ included the development of

an instrument entitled, "professional ‘Teaching Competenc1es," 1ntended as a

strategy for program implementation in. the Graduate Internshlp Program durlng

. \ . L

4the Bethel Park: Un1ver51ty of Pittsburgh 973 .Summer Session. In September of

' that year the document was adopted for anothcr 1ntern program the Teacher qups

A

 of the-Profcssronal Teachlng Competcnc;es "document as a strategy for dévcloplng ,

ﬂlddle School Program (Plttsburgh Publlc Schools - Unlver51ty of P1ttsbur0h) for o

>
’ Fe W

‘ . . i ‘ ’ B
use by their interns and team leacers. ©
.

The:purposc of the study is to determ:ne the effectiveness and limitation

o

kY “ v

]
tdaching competencies, The strateoy 1neludes fOU§~QhJCCt1VOS hhlGh reflect crit-

€
Py

ical ‘elements of both programs 1) mytual collabaration and d1a10"ue among parti-

* ’ N .
“v oo

cipants, 2) spOC1f1cat10n of common tcachlno behav1ors which prov:dcs%the 1earner
- ¢ .

v 5‘

with responsLbrllty for managlnq rosources, 3) & conceptadl fri/ework for prganlz- ¢

. .
v ? L] %Y

no bchav1or5 and 4) a dcvclopmcntaf uttftudc touard gronth 1nd,assessment’by ,
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all participanté:' Conclusions concerning the effectiveness of the Professional

Teaching Comppetencies as a strategy will be Jraﬂn,by comparing outeomes of the
N g 3 .

)

objectives,as they emerged in the two different intern_prograhs. The data col-

. lected included: responses on the Professional Teaching Competenties document;

-

o . . . '
extensive interviews with participants; products’ of intern folders which reflect-
. e . 3 \ ¢ * N

. . A

ed interm development, such as les'son plang, tests, materials; summaries of
- < ‘

¢ r 7
. 4

7 . .t - -
.classroom observation; and supervisory conferences as wéll as program evaluation

.
‘u, . . - .

data. No attempt will be made ‘to ﬁgesenfﬁ%hs.above data systematically) but #*

s [ . -, . . . .
rather tb descriptively summarize and answer the'critical questions of each objec-

e . .

- &)

. The four objectives included in the strategy agggthe critical questions con-
H . N . L v * . .
cerning the outcomes are stated as- follows: .

+ Objective One: ~ v

- - .

Sarticipants will develop and implement (in a cgllaborative process) a
. .* Jdocument which includes commonly-agreed upon, observable teaching be-
'’ " " *agviors for all interns irregardless of content arcas.

. © CRITICAL QUESTION: TO WIAT EXTENT DID PARTICIPANTS COLLABORATE IN -
", _-ORDER "TO DEVELOP®AND IMPLEMENT THE DOGUMENT? <L

P4

’
Y ]

K ) .
. Objective, Two: _ ) o el
e ST . :
¥ o Pargicipants will implement a .process: which encourages interns go assume
‘¥ ) responsibility for mapaging the resources of the program in order tog .
T develop their competency. The Professional Teaching Competencies will
o b%;pppvidcd as guidelines for, the process. Assessment responses will be
. % - UScd primarily as'profile data indicating the emerging development of

the intern.» ThcTefore - emphasi’s cannot be placed on thesresponses of the
instrument as a direct final cvaluhtionzfvr purposes of grading.
¢ .. . BRITICAL QULSTIONS: HOW DID INTERNS-ASSUME RESPONSIBILITY FOR MANAGING
: TAETR OWN EEARNING?  WAS THE® INSTRUMENT PERCEIVED BY THE PARTICI1PANTS
« PRIMARTLY AS PROFILE DATA RATHER "THAN A DLRECT EVALUATIVE PROCESS FOR
L . “GRADES? e . . ‘ a 2

. ° i L] . .
% s . , ! *

e.f, Objective Three: . ) , .
™ T . . . . - , , .

. . [ ) . N . -
N . Partigipaﬁts will organize and cluster behaviors so that they rclate to
. . ope another by conceptualizing and practicing instructional roles which
o ) AN A ) - .
) . Ve . M - . . . ) ., . "

P ) [
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are easily understood and managecable Ry all quticipants.
) e
CRITICAL QUESTION: IS '"INSTRUCTIONAL ROLE" A-VIABLE CONSTRUCT FOR
v ORGANIZING BEHAVIORS "SO THAT THE PARTICIPANTS CAN UNDERSTAND AND
. ‘ OBSERVE, THE RESULIS. . o

Objective Tdur: .

.

Participants will. conceptualize a developmental set which suggests that
interns are at various levels of mastery of stated  tcaching skills by
using a mastery *model for assessment of competencies based on the concept
"Stdges of Mastery” (included in rescarch by-Diles). '

CRITICAL QUEST1ON: WERE THE PARTICIPANTS ABLE TO INTERNALIZEL THE DEVELOPj
MENTAL CONCEPT BY USING THE STAGES'OF MASTERY AS THEY WERE INTENDED?

3

’ . Description of the MAT Summer Program -

- The Bethel Park-University of Pittsburgh Supmer Session served as a con-

v

centrated cduivélent of student tecching for approximately thirty MAT interns

in secondary education.

.
> ®

Each new ®ntern candidate spert six'wqeks at Bethel Park Hiéh School (near

Pittsburgh) between late June and carly August. KNormally there were_ about 500

- \ ) - i ’ x -
public school pupils ip. attendance. .Interns were paired off, by. subjéct matfer

fiedd, and aésigncdiig/a master tﬁacher, typically a Bethel Park faculty member.

L > -~ ~

_ The master teacher'%ctcd as a resoirce and guide throughout the summer, releas-

” . ’ v , .
ing the interns to take full respoisibility of the pupils as soon as possible,

for four hours of teaching each day. Supervision.of classroom instruction was

provided by Pitt faculty and additional help was given by graduate (primarily °
. - . °

]

doctoral) students in the Department of Curriculum and Supervision (C&SY at the

4 - - "

University. Instruction in Supervision was held on site for C§S students during
® . .

't
.

.. the summer session. Interns reeceived 8 credits for the summer experierce. In-.
Y - N ¢

» -

N ° -

terns who were considered unrcady to procced to the public school classroom’ were

L BN

given grades that did not penalige them academically, but rcqyircd}thaf they do

- -
v

) . * .
‘s ’ B . .
additional .work before thdy were released to full-time teaching. . In past summers
- ' - Pt R
\

[E Q ) : ) E; . . .
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at'least three interns each ygar had been placed in this holding'catcgbry,

pending evidence that they were prepared to ‘take full rcspéngibility.of a

2 3
classroon. ) . .

Prior to 1973 interns took Sbeciai and General Methods seminars on.the

Bethel site cach afternoon. Special Mecthods instilictors were Pitt facufty‘in
the content areas of secondary education®
‘ .

Redesigning the Program

a

In the summer of '73 the Internship Prégram, as many others, éfpericnced
avsevere cutback in budget. Monéy was not available for Pitt faculty in the

content areas'to conduct the Special’ Methods seminars. Thus the coordinators

were forced to consider staff potential that year in light of the restriction.

¢

There® were 12 master teachers (all veterans of preVious summer sessions, paid

s - < )

by the school(district and skillful with new interns), 11 Curriculum and Super-

vision graduate students (professionals from other school districts in the area,

&
e .

using the session as a practicum 4 credit experience), .2 university faculty mem-

) .. 1 '
bers (the Director, new to the prugram, and the C&S-Secondary Education Instruc-

tional Coordinator, a veteran of past summers and author of this study),and,
. _ . . =
dpproximately 400 high school students of various shapes. There was consider-

*

able expertise available to the iiterns but there had to be a way to bring thenm,

éogether. The following structure was designed to réplace the traditional
- N o~ E] X .

. v

Special Methods seminars and the description was given to all participants:
S L] . i

Special Methods Competency Dévelopment Experiencge - 3 credits
w _
In. the past Special Methods seminars were held at Bethel Park
-during the summer session in order to contribute’ to the development |
" 'of the teaching competehcies of the interns in" their subject matter |
., field. This summer the Pitt-Bethel Park staff will initjate a com-
petency devclopment special methods expericence® (3 credits) instead
of the traditional seminars, in.order to estaplish a structure to help
interns in a more individualized-way by encouraging them to assumc re-

¥
i

{;&
3
1Y
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sponstbilities for managing their own learning.- The program will ~
% provide a list of competencies, "The Professional Teaching Competen-
*cies" document as guidelines for all particiﬁinté. The experience
reflects two major components which include resources for the intern
: to manage: ,1) Planning and evaluation sessions conducted by master
“teachers and,’2) instructional féedback provideéd by Curriculum and
, Supervision persons during classroom onervation and ‘conferences.
N » ¥ * ‘.

Planning Sessions with Master Teachers

-
>

4 ., S

Master teachers and interns will conduct Planning Sessions during °

‘regularly scheduled time periods in- the afternoon. Written products of
these sessions (lesson plans, quizzes, tests, materials, etc.) will be -
kept in an individual intern folder in the main office so that a Trecoxd
of each intern's progress may be assessed from time to time. There are
sections off the.Profgssional Teaching Eompetencies docunent which include
planning and evaluation skills. It is hoped that the'products of the
Planning Sessions will demonstrate the jntern's ability to demonstrate

: these skills. ) . . - .

i ) : “

Instructional Feedback by C§S Supervisors

¢

-~ Initially, C&S pegsons %ill be assigned to interns ‘for their use.
Intern-supervisor relationships are flexible and can be changed as the
needs of the interns are ‘identified. Supérvisofs will observe in class-
es, collect information-fox .the interns and provide feedback concerning
the instructional process,<\The goal of supervision eventually is to
help the intern manage the supervisor, set his/her goals and move toward
self-supervision and self-evaluation (Area § of the Professional Teaching

_Competencies). Supervisors will write summaries of their observations
and conferences with the interns, share the information and decide to-
gether whether the information will be included if the intern's fglder.

.

Evaluation of the Development of Competencies s , e : LN
N

Ry * o IR . . N
One advantage of a program such as this is that the intern's skill
and abilities are viewed as developmental and individually unique by all”’

concerhed. This is the basis for the evaluation responses... An honest -

assessiment of what the intern can -and cannot do in sixcweeks is important.

» In order to, facilitate this, the'inmtern is asked to tHink about evidences
. of growth and development ‘to bé includéd in his/her folder ‘and to checK
the folder periodically to see that it~ is up to date. Y
. . ! ° ! ;

The folders will include plans, tests, materials, supervisory sum-
maries and profilc data from the Professional Teaching Competencies which
~will be filled out by all members of the program. These are’considered
" in total as data for evaluation of the “intern's.developmental patterns.

After all recomméndations fyom*interns, master teachérs and supervisors

arc in,'the final'analysis“of*ﬁuta‘and—eva}uatieﬂ—Mé44—be—done_by_ihe__________

Coordinator. .

‘Director of the program and the Instructional

.
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. The Bethel Park-Pitt MAT Program had reached its thirteenth summer, pro-

~
~ . .

gressing in that time from a diverpent, codtent -centered experience to d~compe-

‘

tency-referenced one with major emphasis on common goals, shared resources);

2
-

and participation. All participants came together during the first week to

gencrate competencies central to the program and to. develop an ihstrument and
a process which would serve to operationalizg, the talents of the part{c1pants

- most of them not knowing that this would be the last summer of the séon.defunct
program. * ) '
l . ' -1
’ Thus the Professional Teaching Competencies document. was conceived: '
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- . .
The following teaching competencies, were generated by the-university staff

.and the ma;tef teachers of"ﬁhe\Graduate.Inteyhéhip Progfam for use éuring.the
L4
Bethel Park-Pitt Summer Session, 1973. "It is hoped that the interns and staff

’
’

members will begin to refine them, add to them and generate new areas of com-

L S e )
petency. Included also is a recommendation for a mastery protess of evalGation

« N . -
.

using the "Stages of Mastery" code as a productive way to assess individual com-

B . N . » . *
petencies. . o« . . ‘ h g

. The Eompq}§ncies are organized and éfustered.in si} areas, reflectiﬂg,in—
st;uctional roleé; some of which are familiar fgom past summer experiences and
some new roles, not easily précticed in sig weeks."Althoughwit is simp¥istic .
to suggest that the compiex}ties of the teaching-learn}ng phenomena can be re-

.
.

duced to' six roles, these are used primarily as. an organizing way to show that
" skills such as planning, implemeptiﬁg and evaluating are interrelated for partic-

ulaf purposes. Hopg?ujly interns and sthf‘wili identify other roles and compe-

-

tencies based on purpose of instruction an% student needs. . °
. T - s . . > ’
. This document should be viewed as a vehicle for identifyinpg and developing

specific teaching skills, as well as for communicating with staff about the

R wt g

natire of the growth. The interns are'responsible for managing the resources

.
s

.‘? K k3 . . .
of the program.in, order to develop their own unique teaching styles, using the

competencies as a. set of guidelines not a formula. There are no requircd number
D . - —7

©of competencies which must be met at all gost. The only requirement'is-that
. ~ . L

.we all develop-humane and sensitive relationships with one another as we proceed
. L . .

P

through-an exgitjmrg program.. Lo - i , . .
: CT ' : - \
’ - . Dr. Noreen Garman . +

. . Instructional Coordinator and , j

, . ' Assistant Professor v

‘ oot . : %Eifersity of Pittsburgh . ;

. ' o ) o
A at . - - ‘ ]
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) A "MASTERY' SYSTEM OF EVALUATION : .
* 1Y » " . . " ) l 4 |
« - The results of the assessment in th1s cocumcnt arc to help the, 1nternadcterm1ne a

~ .

profile of his or her ‘development df the teaching competencies within a given period of
. ) . N

time and to plan for. future practice. Responses will be recorded using the ”Stageé of

Mastery" code below as the method of determining the intern's growth at'a particular

.
< . 4

? .
date. ~ Evaluation will be gonc by all members of the program: interns, master teachers,

C&S supervisors, and othdrs who have served as resources to the interns. The results

- ~ R A

* : . . b Al
will be shared and discussed' in evaluation conferences throughout the- summer. The:in- 1

tern's own evaluation of the Stages of Mastery i$ the most significant. Each evaluator
f‘ > .

P 3

> . . :
may chbose to respond to only those competencies which have been observed. Spaces may

1
*

be left blank for those compcténcies not observed. (Which simply means that the evalu-
. _— ' _ ) N

ator has no knowledge of the shill or has not observed it--it does n>t mean that the

hl .

. competency has not been developed by -the intern.) Since the program represents’a bﬂief
\ . . . ; L v '

\ : ) . . |
period of time, it is unlikely that a new t@acher will develop & great many skills re-

P

flecfing level 4 and 5 lMastery. " The broad list of competencies is a Qaysof;introducing
some skills which interns may wish to develop further as they proceed 'through their
careers. . { .
: . ) i R ) S
‘ . CODE--STAGES GF MASTERY o .

. . . 1

- B .

0. Non-readiness - indicates that an intern is not yet ready to .consider the developmen
- of a particular competency. The 1ntern mag not have the pre-requisite skills or con
cepts to begin, there may be an attitude .of anxiety biocking the readlness or there
may not be t1me in the program to conS1der.the development

° 1. Rcadlncss - indicates previously learned or pre-requisite skills and/or conceffts.
. "This implies that the intern-may .have the coneeptual knowledge necessary for develo
ment, and perhaps knowled"e of the skill itself (as bbseryed or descrlbcd) but has

not been able to put qu components together. . " i

2. Develo Emcnt - indicates developmgnt of concept and/or skllls being 1ntroduced The
' Intern hus been able‘to combine fknowlecdge ‘and performance. The performdnce may«be
fragmented, but some évidence is observable ,

‘3. Prdctice - 1nd1catcs performance of skill prior.to mastery. The intern has becn abl
to perform the sRill, but he/she and the.staff may dctermlne that practice should .
« continue before demonstlatlon lcvel is achieved. - (o

Wi

4. Demonstration - indicates performancc of bgbaw1or at established criterion. "The int
is able tOVdcmonstlatc rastery based on c¢riteria :established jointly by the intern a
the staff. rh% may differ with various rclationships as well as d1ffcrent competen

Q@ 5. Maintenance - indicates performance of behavior beyond thc estahlished crltcrlon

EMC sistent maintenance of skill afte? it hﬁeer@ l.earned - - T
. 4 . )

< ’ -

Yy

- b4 A B 4 Y % a
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The following competencies reflect the role of tecacher as being direétly
responsible ofor content and informution presented to students. .The teacher is

primarily the imparter of information in son'e form « . <
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, * PLANNING COMPETENCIES: As a result of planning, the teacher will:| LEVEL OF MASTE]
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\ - Sdect t_appropriate materials. . m

IREE

» Organize for secquencing of materials which 1nc1udes an-intro- i i
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oo 28 _ductlon development jgdggéncluqug_f . _ N
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3. Select appropriate media for intended results. | . : J . X
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A 4. State content objectives. L C ' .
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5. Dcmonstrate an awarcness.of time limitation in the classroom. ! !
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© 6. Design appropriate curficular tests. - - Ty f
’ <" ~Evaluate’ what, students have learned as a result of 1nforma— B
' 7. tion given . . \ . c |
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IMPLEMENTATION COWPFFIVCIFS During 1mp10mcntat10n tcacher will: | , -
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R ' Intrpducc lesson communlcat1n7 to students why they arc 1£arn- : ] )
1. ing the information" Drcscnted ) S Wt
Impart information verbally iva well organ17cd manner using’ o {’
2. handoiits when appropriate. - . L < ‘ RS
" Uscappropriate iedia as integrated part of classroom, 1nstruc—‘ ) . |
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3. tion. . - . . e i . <. i
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. 4. Scquence information--rate, scﬁucncc, scqpp.(' 3 ' P
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. 5. Assign and monitor students' rading of anprgprlatc material.

» . Evaluate whag etchnt< have learncd in order, for studénts as, . . ' u
i
well as the teacher to know what they-have lcafncd frdm the - . .
6. material during the session. © % e ! i
Give tests and help students “to evaluate rcsults, (1n§hpnmr— . O i-
R . 7. ical, graphic or verbal form} *oo , .3 '
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, ; TQC following compctcn01es reFlcct teachcr d11ected 1nstru%tldn, congerned
.7 —-both with contont and student pr096551n0 of content. The teacher dlrccrs the - ]
£ prbcess of ledrning of thc‘group and, ‘generally; all‘vdrtlclwapﬁs ard focused

C. .} on the same conLent* " The” role suggests thc teacher as¢ dLrector of learning .
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BTN Recognl e in song” Lhelomonol_g;cal fashion’the complex mlx of . ’. y 'j
C the eyperience to be.planned for (number of, studenté content, o ‘
o 1. time, place, valucs, egos, culturcs etc.). T 1 v
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.2, “Formulate ouestiond and anticipate sfudent resnonses from thcm L N
i Y Reco«nl ¢ cognitive level of questlon% and&select appropPiate PR , T i
° ; préSentat%on (Determine when they can be dﬁ§wened Verballv P P
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- ’IBWLEHEVTATTON COWPLTEVQIES Durlng 1mplementat10n, teacher ulll ; E 1
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' o Introduce the 1e5591 indicating what- is expected and how 1t will Pt i
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’ werd. . . : _ S
S A ;._z D 'J‘

- - . ‘ H i

© 3. Facilitdte student -ideas during discussion. . | ' ! -
w ° Give clear dirvections an¥ implement student activities, such as ,i T -
N -4 _board work, rode play, ‘work hooks, etc. P - N i b
Use student products as part.of classroom actlﬂitles or dlS— i i ; )
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The following gonpetenc1es reflect student- centered instyuction. The .7

content'may.be the same’.or d1fﬁxrcnt for cdch student, houever, he process
of learning is managed 1nd1V1duall) or in small groups by the thcher's _plan-
ning gnd 1mplementrn0 of learnxng tasks described to Students in student ,

telms«.
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The role. suggests ‘tgacher as de510ner and’ maﬁager of- lcarnlnq tasks.
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PLANNING COMPETENCIES
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. NI MPETEN : .As a result of pIannihg, the teacher will:
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Date: .
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'Wr1te lesson, plans. which 1nclude obJectlves

(-]
procédukes, rand
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evaluation ‘in student terms. . - v }
“'ﬂ ’ ‘/ ° N : i e
2. Assess indi\\éual student needs using akl available information. U
. .Select 6~nd mak\no Teady) approprlate mate11al and methods A -
.03 fom-1ndr¥1dual\stadents ) - i : -
- /:“-.< HEESN RS ’ : o

T4 pefing €?udent learnan‘taﬁks in 31mple, cflear sequence.

e 'Tdentlfy‘taé"%\pe of task (mastery-of skills, préblem-solving, R
1nqu1ry, creat1v1t)) and plan for pp;ogr1ate mode &f instruc- | '
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tion (pr001ammed 1n<truct10n d1scu551on3‘ﬂecxure, small group, :
5. etc. ) . - < --‘.<-"*,,-._‘f'-- -~ " ‘ .. o
- Differentiate and descrlbe varipus group learhlng Structure>v L
6. (knowledoe based comnetencv) . - s - SEv e
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7. Design various evdluative strateg;es baSed on obiectives? - ! e
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IMPLEMENTATION COMPETENCIES:, Duf1ng Implemgntation® teacher will: "~///k R y
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- Commuﬂlcate .o students before class instruction begims the . ; g? ki e
nature of th&'fask to be. leanned,-the procedures to*follpw ; 43 ’,532,“ . 115
I. learning, and -How the- learning will be evhluatods: . P R ARE
- Provide students with taske descrlptlon (1n wrlxxen fqrm) and /// N e
. 2. apﬁpoprlatc learning matcrlaIs' . . e e - v*-
T~ ) - - . g
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+ 3. EffICJentlv aqs1on students to appggprlatexlearnlng serueiyf%
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4. Monitor student learn1n0 within the learning sfru;zﬁres
Make eonscious deCJSlon about 1nstruct10n dur*gg’the class‘O"‘
(whether to cﬁange dlrectlon of plan, how much time to allow
5. for tdsks bevond pPan, ctc.) based on on-going evaluation.
Employ on-going cvaluationm of student learning in order for
6. ‘students and teacher to use the Tesults. ® . .
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. One 04" fhe rc%ponmbllltlcs of 'the Yoacher is .tocontinue to, develop the Ce
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- self bot}] profeqmpn’.ﬁllv :m& LC«ISOHdll\' This is acc'ompl1s°hcd by the ‘teacher's
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. N The- fo]lomlno compctcnc1cs reprc<ent thc teacher’as p1ofc951onal educa;or
' icse components refiect the needs of the stadents, the curriculum, the communlty,
& * the school,.and finally, the teacher. All too frcquent1> the thcher s ‘needs
~« ,are the first tq be met “and in the rigors of the 'daily routire other components

-may-not ‘be as important. In the final analysis, t teaching meahs people interact-
v e * ring with qther people and ideas. e wouId hopé that our _teachers 1mplemcnt this

' " in the most humanc and sensitive wdy possible. , . . ' N
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* 2. Dcmonstrate knOhledae of academic content. . - ? i
- . = Demonstrate knowledge of cduc%taonal .processes of teachlng ) i
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) 4. Make appropriate curriculum decisions. - N ) :
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"Beforé the, réﬁder‘attendsfto the specific/results of-the stratcgy as’they

. e C N
emcrged in thc Bethel P1tt program~ ;t is necessary to’ conSJdcr thc description

»
5 ~ > a - =0, *

The two proarams hcre sUbstantlall) different

since thc document was used in both site phases}uit is uyseful to look at
cot ‘ o i S P
the differences in relation to the outcomes” of thé strategy.
-

..

&
* of the Teacher Corps Prooram

_and,
; 2

Conclusions will
be ﬁdde'b§ comparing the gutcomes and answering the critical questions.

f ’

. The foiloW1n° description was 1ncluded in the evaluatlon dqta .concerning

. the Flohth.Cvclc Program. ;o . . '
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The P1ttsburon “1ddle School“Teacher Corps PrOOram
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The Elghth Cvcle Teacher Corps Program as’a one year Masters Program

-~

bodied the collaborative efforts of the Pittsburgh Publi¢ School district (the

cm-

1,4 'e . ~ -7‘
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1nstruct10nal te

-
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tion seminar for tha thirty Ieacher Corps interns and six Teacher Corps team

PR Y

leaders*" A workshop was also held for the Teacher. Corps participants and the
$ -

public school,facultx,;(hence referred to as "resident staff") who wére being

.

e

S .
~

““ c' .
at theLr threc Pittsburoh Public Schools in the Fall of '73. The, concept, of

£ \ PRI

Jerdisciplinary teamingp introduced at the workshop,, was a critical, new compon-
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. ent of the middle School sgructure. Interns and resident staff Were assigned to

.

. their reSPCCthe tcams and bcgan to plan for the new school year.

&

‘Als6 during

.
. N - .

the summer preserV1ce prooram,»the six team leaders (public school teachers
¥
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choscn for th01r cxpcrrence) and-two university faculty (members of thc univer-

51ty Jnstructional tcam and onc, the' author oggghls study) carcfully worked with
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» ¢

. > .
the Professional Teaching Competencies document, internalizing the competencies,

roles, and process of implementation in order to determine the implications for
: ) e N 'u .c L

the new program. They decided to revise and. recommend it for use during the

< ~
inservice phase. - « o

B

~ During the inservice phase (the '73-'74 school year) interns and team .
. o . .

lcader§ were assigned to the three middle school sites where they worked with

&2 .

the resident staff 'and with middle school students in a variety of experiences.

- L

The Teacher Lorps team teaders assumed increasing responsibility for the interns'
\ R
v T I o
tralnlng.program,\fﬁlng the on-site experiences as the basis for their learning.
! Loer Ty .
Instruction was carried on both through modules and individual and large group
. BA

interaction with members of the uniyefsity personngl. At the university, cleven
depag;mcn%s in the School of Education cooperated in all phases of the program,

. . L
the faculty functioning as an interdisciplinary instructional team. The Teacher .

» -

Corps project was a varying.fraction of their university. work load and they spen&‘"
v . ) . L

«
v - ~

a substantial amount of that time designing modules and materials for site in-
. “es e )
{~ 7 ~-

struction (as mandated by the National Teacher Corps Guidelines).. They were also
involved in planning and decision-making at all levels, resuliing in* lengthy

organiggtional ‘meetings, but important in the collaborative process. It was at

' u&‘.’. . . .
¥y .

one of the first of such meetings in the early Fall that thé total university

instructional team reviewed and discussed-the Professional Teaching Competencies

v

document and adopted it for use'in the Eighth Cygle inservice phase. Thé documert

s N -

was subsequently introduced on site to the interns who were adjusting themselves
' ¢ . . 4 >
° A

' . . 2 sy .
(along with the resident staff and students) to the tomplexities of reorganiza-

S . ~ L - : 4
tion far.the new -middle school-environment. A R

o Tt
- .. Ly . ) . .
” A . ‘

‘ . - -, N )
. The '"Professional Teaching Competencies' as a Strategy ° : :

’ ]
N Y . “\

Thé*Professfonal,Tcachng Competencies documeént was originally designed as
» Co . ’ . . N

a strategy for use in a component (the ficld experience) of a masters degrée

.. - 190

N

P



- school students.
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’, . “\f

program which focused on the development of teaching competencies as’ the dﬁjor

’

cmphasis.  In the Graduate Internship Program the Bethel Park-Pitt Summer "Session
cmphas1s ) \ . #

served as that QOmponent.’ After they comjrleted the session, MAT interns were

o . . o . “ . . %, ..
--hired by various school districts in the Pittsburgh area under special ceyflflca-

L

tion for the %73-'74 schdol year and they completcd the degree proggam 1nd1 ridually

LS hd

by attending regular content ahd educatlon coupée;\at the unlver51ty Although ’

supervision was provided in,aﬁtraditiOnal fashion, major emphasis for -the interns

.
. - 0

was not on the develepment of teaching competencigs, but rather on the academic

LR

requ1rcments of their various courses as well as the profe551ona1 requ1rements of
X

their respective schools. The Summer Session was the only tinme when the interns
: , N 1t

o8

Al 7 . s
N -

were together every day working with supportive resohrces‘who were also there

[y - .

every day to hflp them develop their teaching competen01es as they taught

s " »

In contrast the Teacher €orps interns operated.an stg teams Based on Ehree .

sites and it was intended that their practlcum teacthg J!Bbrnence and theiyr

P
WK
ot

academic course work be integrated throughout the school°year. Module imp,ementa—

Py N
- !h,

tion‘was perceived as the primary integrating factor. The P1ttsburgh Pub "c School
District had agreed in its initial negotiations and proposal for the prOJect to
~ D ! 2

blre all interns uho successfully completed the ‘program. Early in the inservice \

phase “the Profe%51onal Teachlng C)mpetencles document was 1ntroduced as thétstra~
A . ”*
tegy for the development of teachlng competencies for the practlcum component. ’

. 'r"' ~ 2

% .
The four obJect1Ves of the strategy (page 2) were the same in the twe pro rams

. - . .

and related to critical congcerns of both, including: 1) mutual collaboratlon

Sy

s . .

and dialoguec ‘among participants, 2) specification of common teaching behaviors

which provides the learner with xesponsibility for managing rcSourées,\3)§§ con-

ceptual framework for organizing bchaviors, .and, 4) a developmental attit}%e

o5 - - p e . . .

. toward growth and assessment by all participants. » The folloying sections

. ot :3(1 - _ ,
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. describe and- contrast the outcomes of the four objectives in both programs and
. . . - s
.. e 3 . .

answer the critical questions. !
. . * ,\ . . .
. +Strategy Objective One: Mutual Collaboration and Dialogue

—
-
: . o .

. ) Objective: Participants in the program will develop and imple-
ment in a collaborative process a document'which includes common- .
ly-agreed upen, "observablé teaching behav1ors for all interns ir- .
\ regardless of ‘conteht . -areas. *

N
. . L h - Y

Thc Bethel Park- Pltt Prooram :

» .
. In past summers the program encouragcd mutual collaboratlon and dialogue

particularly among intérns, master teachers and C&S aupervisors in the same con-
tent areas.- The subjeét matter faculty invsecondary education us;ally organized.
. the interaction af these particinants. Each af-thevfiVe content areas (math;
science, éngllsh, social studies, and foralgn lanéuage) set their own goals and
. evalaatlong howeyer,'thcx met frequently, both formal}y and informalily (over
rcoffee} to diac;§s~£hat they wexe about. Often, however, interps were unqlear\
L as to the.relatiqnship and\resbonsibilities of the Curriculum.and Supérvi§ionl
nersans and the mast;r teachers ?b the nnivergity program:

As it was prevrously noted,‘in 1%73 the budget restriction did not provide

N for unlver51ty faculty ;n the subJect'flelds ‘56\12 master teaahers, 11,6ﬁ$

supervisor trainee;, and 2 un1Ver51ty faculty ;et to con51der the proposed

."reéycling" of the resource; into‘a new led¥ning experience'for the 1nterns {see
. e .o .

page-4). A small grqup of these participan%s had generated a first draf;'of com-

s

Aty

. ap®

petencies and circulated it to all participants, including interns, for revision.

- ¢ . . L -

«The total group met and gave,suggcstibn§.for revising some of the competencies,
« . = - - r

- g, " .
“expecially the '"jargon" they could not understand; but, for.the most parf'they

A}

indicatcd'that‘tncy could .identify with the instructional roles (further discuss-

. . ,.' 3

‘ion of this will continue under Objective Three). Although collaboration in”

" 4 . - [
* ERIC T . |
1Y - . - l;h.ﬂ

s e : - . .
. . .
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”

L

.~ : - v

s °

—. " . e . . . .
order to develop and refine the document tpok place in a relatively short period

-

-

of tﬁmo ‘(the first weeK of thedsgssioﬁf‘there was a great deal of concentrated

0 ' , v

energy expended by, almost : all pa1tJC1pants in this process. The interns them-

“selves asked some approp;rate clar1f%rng questJOns whlch helped shabe the eng.

v .
s

product. - L 4 : .
. ° o ° . . a

. During the final prqgraﬁ evﬁaugiion many.interns and master‘teachqrs_indicated
. ~ . P ‘_z' ) 2 i -
that they had used the planning competencles in the document as guidelines for™ . °
their Planning Sessions and“the G&S §upervisors often referred to‘the_imphemeﬁta-
tion sections when writi?g$conference summaries for intern folders. A formal in- |

.

® : ) ’
tern prof1le assessment -was done tu1ce durlng the summer hhen all part1c1pants

.

<
L

, were. asked to fill out the profile data sheet for 1ntern folder* and meet with

' .
< \‘ <

the interns to d1scuss the1r responses F1nal program evaluat10ns also suggested

& a7

that the document was uséd, several times a wee& B& part1c1pants as ‘they-talked

1
L]

b . °
Oabouﬁn;nstructronal roles and attemﬁted to develop criteria for performance
o >
mastery levels'of the behdviors/ For the most part, they were not ‘able to develop -

"
3. a, b

this in the short amount of time - The document "had becone a veh1cle for part1c1—

° .}

» o “«\
”
‘ pants to relate to one another and to be aqgountable o one\ano her within the

4”

¢

-,
/ ‘_“’

designed structure'of the experlence. Loy . J -

- . -
. sl o LN . . .

An 1nc1dental C1rcunstancé§reflected the. de01ee of value placed on the process
N : 3
.‘ -\ .

and the document by some part1c1pants eﬂThe C&S superv1501s, who were us1ng the
S A
. 5 i
session as a 4 credit pract1cum course, developed and ;mplementcd a s1milar maste1y
‘ 4 ¥ AT }
ey asked interns to assegs in order to

-

model of "$upe1v1sory Competepcle'"ﬁ“h'

collect percep¢1ons on theiY (the CﬁS superV1sors) emerg1ng compctencles in §upe1-

) M ° o n <. - 3
V1s1on. ; : . e o Y
Vs . ~
"' ‘.K' o” ’ n
The Teachelr Corps Pr001an .. s e %
. -, . \, . E
y Collaboratlve effort was a maJor emphasis of the Teacher Corps pro;ect ~The
— "" . . . i * ¥ 4, " . E
. , . ¢ %' ¢ .
4 ¢ v . e
M . - 1Y
Lo 22
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JAruitoxt Provided

consortlum t\pe mutuality brought various groupﬁ togcthel, the Plttsburyh Public

School off1c1als, unlverqjty; faculty from 1r dopartmcnts, community lcaders, resi-

dent tcachers and principals, team lecaders, National Teacher.Corps representatives,

Aamong the groups bccamé'a major concern in Gycle Eight geherally.4

-~ 1t * a

‘consultants from other univcrsitles,'iﬁféThs.and finally, the student bodies of |,

i
|
|
. - . . i
|

thrce middle schools. When a new program such as this is emerging, it is dlfflcult

.
- - A .

for palt1c1pants to understand how the groups relate to one anothcr and to the pro-
. -~ .
gram goals. ‘Thus the carlw meetings conducted for sthe purposes of planning often

. . |

. ~

restilted in ﬁarticipants atfempting to clarify their functions. Communications |

1
.

“With so many diverse’ groups and participants it was impossible to. 1nvolve a

great” many of them in the devclopnent and 1mplcmentation of a document. While a

variety of activities wére going on during the summer prescrvice, the six Teacher
. ) . \

, Corps team lecaders, %po would be wgrking'dircctly with the iQrerns‘daily on site,

- .

“and two university faculty refined the existing document and plénned for its use.

. \ N .
None of these patticipants could fredict the circumstances,of thée com¥ng phase,

nor could they imagine any of the learning experiences since’the imﬁlcménfatioh
£} ¢ ’
. [l Ny . .
of the middle school’structure itcelf was new. In these séssions the partiipants

t .
-

degided that thé existing document, embodied a process and competencies fhat might

~ -

f
.
. © . Y

a preV1ous Site program” Atmthe university meeting, the university jnstructiogal

. team was presented with~§hé document’ and they voted to adopt it on the recommenda-

tion of the six team lcaders because "“they would be the ones to implement the docu-
S N . L R,
mert with the interns." The document was then introduced to the interns. They

4 ' .

- _ .

1

1

1

|

1

|

|
-
be appropriate for thd Téacher Corps Program since 1t had been used effectlvely in 1
|

i

|

i

*

. had s¢veral -comnoh questions: Are there any recquired competemcies? Are therc any “

: ;
, instructional roles which are more valued than others that we must ‘develop? Ihat ¢%
"will e’ done with the results of the assessment data? The tcam lcaders attemptid 1

£

. -~ oo

~

v

. . 1
. - ) - - s ¢ . . \
. b * +

¥ ° . '
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1
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.« to answer the questions, however,’it was'assumcé that they would all understand

’ -

the nature of the prolee data as they worked it through during thj/school year,

since no-onc kihew whaf to expéct yet. ' . o : "

* Meanhhlle, a great deal of collaborative effort was'being spent by unlver51ty

staff i plannlng and writing modules for 51te.unplcmentatlon The substantive

’ ° v
s 2 .

N content and objectives of the modules did not relate directly to areas of ghe docu-f

.ment and at the end of the program.interns indicated that they found little rela-
. . ¢ ) . . ‘ L ,
tionship between the hompetencies in the document and the .content of the modules.
T o t : -
The co-directors ofath Tedchcr Corps project were enthu51ast1c ‘about ‘the document.%

at tHe beg1nn1ng of the program and encouraged its .use, but they had no role in

developing it.' There had been no”clear plan for implementation from the adminis—
1 .

) tratxon, who had so many pr0551ng rcspon51b111t1es 1n the emerglngsprogram There

- was no clear process for cvaluat1ng intern progress cqn51stent1y through the pro-
L

gram.; The reéults of the module work secmed'to be the primary emphasis. The“in- |, !
- . - ' - X L) ‘
terns and team leaders were expecting a clear process of acpountability to the

|
|
<
;
‘
1
[
1
|
1
i
|
L
[
1
1
!
|
1
4
<
)
!
!

cent*al adm1n1st1ators and the use of the document was vaguely implied but not .

'»clearly descr;bcd in that process. The interns and team ;gaders filled out the

»
Y

1
:
|
|
|
|
\
|
|

compatengy profiie eight times during the school year and held conferences to .dis-

-

cuss the results. The team leaders were careful at first to emphasize that the

responses would not be wsed for rating interns, but rather to establish a profile

s - . ’

of their competencies at a,giqsc period in time, in oyder for them to plan with
the team leaders for future aevelopmcnt. Thirteen interns indicated at the endaof
¥ . ~ . , -
' the program that they had used the document, as guidelines. Others Faid they used
. L \ “

’ Y

o,

it primarily during the assessment period$ with the team leaders and seldom refer-

B . * - " 4
1 °

red to it otherwise. Co o
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"Critical Questiomn:. Td what extent dfd partlclpants collaborate

*in order to dc»c}op and 1mplcment the document?

[ .
-

«

Although the framework and qtrategy of the owriginal Prof0551ona1 Teaching

Compétencies document were concéptuallzed in & small task group by faculty famil-
- 3 ’ ' «

iar with the Bethe1~Pitt Erobram the final ver sion was the ontcome of schral &

s \

small garoup mcetlngs and a lenﬂlh) ]aroe group‘meetlng, resultlng in a better end

- . {

product, as well as a chéncb for all participants to internalize the strategy:

°
.~ . . -

The decision-naking Frocess helped the participants to see their responsibilities

in the implementation. L . B S R ¥
« N A - & N
“In the Teacher Corps Program scveral perjons were inquwe‘d in reviewing, di's-

‘.

~,,
-

cus$ing, and approving “the documént for use but did not see themselves rcspon51ble

foale W% - ) .

for its implementation at'any,level. (The maJor funct1on of. module dcvelopers “aSJ
B %
to write modules.) As the program emergcd thé respon51b111ty for 1mp1ementat10n

“ ] ”) -

/
became vague. Dlalogue between interns and tgam leaders using 1he,document wds
X

productlve at lees and at other timeés perfu tory. Team leaders did suggest,

1

R .
honcver, that the document served to focus their concerns directly on the develop-

ment of teaching competenc:es during the asséssment periods. They admltted that

most of the daily dialogue with interns was ccrﬁed with critical school issues

b
f

and crises. The document becane e.uay to g t out of the 'practical, cvery day
p )

act1V1t1es and look at the ic1¥n1ng of the interns.” Effective col]abo#ation

o’

depended, not only on dccision-makinq bn thg participants, but a clear acceptance

<

LR

of further resnonsibilities, which implied clearly-defined roles in some aspect

. . ‘

.of the implementation process.

5.




i
Straﬁcgy Ohjective Two: Intern Responsibility for,Manag&ﬁg Resougcos'
T :’%_‘\ @r “
: kY Ob1cct1v Partlulpantq in the proqadm will 1r{ @meqt'd Pracess .
hh1ch CnCOUIﬂOCQ interns to assune responslblll ! fozx manaé%ﬁé ’
the resources of’ the program in order tb devélop their competency.

- The .Professional Teaching Competgncies will be :ovidcd aq guide~
.lines for the process. As<c<§mogt responses hl‘l be used primar--.

ily as plofllc data iflicating the emgrging déQgJopmcnt of the
intern. Therefore emphasis should~not he placed on the r¢sponscs
of the instrument as if they were a direct, flnél evaluat:on for™

3 - purposcs of oradlno ' > % -
. » . . - 1
. " The Bcthcl Palk Pitt Program . ’ 4 Cam] ,
« "~ 0~ ‘. . i . ° R ié% . . "\ >
When the Bethel Park master tcachers were asked whethed they thought the
- ' . . ' %
’ interns assumed more responsibility this summer for managing their learning, ten
- e . - Ve - %» . . )
f them answered positively and suggested that onc rcasig’for this was the change
. . ' from the afternoon scminar classes 'to the Planning Séssipns. In the past the

*  objective) was confusing-to,some interns.’ They were

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

. s ]

seminars were not task<oriented sessions and for the mOst.part the instructors
. , <. . . . . ":“:% ‘:’ ) i
sct the objbctives: During the Planning Sessions the interns were respoﬁsable

t -

~

for thc1r own products and askcd directly for help. Th%&C&S'supervisors indicéted'

Y

that by the end of the summer many, interns were able tocht goals for confercnces
a I3

.
* 'a
. S -, P

oy
sy

>

and analyze “their classroom behav.or. The Area § comp nC1es in the Professlonal

»

,sﬂ%

-

~ Teaching Lompcten01cs provided dicection f01 this. Thes interns thcm?elves~werd

"'-ry?
-

i' ambivalent in thelr responscs as to whether thcy perL01Ved themsclves assuming
rcspon;ibility. ,Thenty—six'iptéfﬁs said thcy'ysed the é?st of competenqies often
to do tpis But hany cxpresséd‘regrqts that th?y were'n§§ told moré.spccif{cally
what to do or how tq usc them. Botﬁ interns’ and masteg_teq;hcf; 4lso regrotted

— 3
. ¥ . ®

the absence of scminars as anoth01 way to qhare idcas glth morespeople.”

The proccss ©of cvaluatign (which re]ates to thc cond part of*the above

4

* be evaluated fwice during the six weeks dnqp,hc p11man; concern has‘whcther there

»
~ . (N

was evidence ‘of contlnual “and con§1qtcnt dcvclopmcnt

[

¥ Since sax uecks was not
‘ P

i
. . . . . R -
. . 3 3
Co . ‘ » . Jé . s B
- IR Y - [ LL. &

v
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{
<
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-
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1d that thelr foldcrq would
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|

’The C&S persons'genemaljy had the least difficulty with the concept and the

LA

2.

25

A

. ' 0
enough time to acquire a whole range of sophisticated skills, it-was assumed

N, N

that interns would'develop different compectencies and each ‘would be assessed
- ' h v et -

individually.

N s ’

quired number of. competenc1cs “and also whether they all should be able to become—

the Area 4 "teacher as resourtce'’ by thc end of the summer,

The interns se%mcd
PO ] \‘.

,_),/ '

‘.
- /
Y A

A

to have the most dlfflculty thinking of the competencies- as prof11e data.-

. ~ >

N Jv "

master teachers varied in their ability tb‘fo sd&rtFive master {eachers said

. ——

* 1 tt ' - c . 3 . - -
they knew they were responding as if they were rptlng the interns.
o ! . .
- v . P
One significant circumstance occurred when
©oa T . . .

.
- .

was new to the program, began to evaluate the intern's folders!

! I
Fhe university director, who

At first he

expressed disappointment in the quality of the lesson ‘Plans included. Most-in-

\J

".terns could Write primitive objectives, but many plans were written in teachex

Ks

proceédures and were not clearly conceptualized.

‘ were-often vague,
. S

rT @ .
" Questions’ on quigzes and "tests
‘ s . . ) \\\\-
He was asked to look more directly for evidence of growth in
! — S
"It was then that he tould begin to
\ !

.-
g

o al . S ’ .
the plans fromjthe'first week to the sixth.

“iden: zfy the competen01es that the 1nterns were developing on their products

One of tle concerns in a site component of atprogram whlchovalues the develop— E

a ! d

.mental set 15‘\h@t part1c1pants must contlnually come to grips w1th the (galltles

of “hat people ‘can and can't do in a glven Derlod of klme. ﬁr~d t rmined criteria

&
r.Y .

‘
e

.

~

»

-E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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_are not ea511y a part of th at reallty QualLty assessmont bétomes an élusxye
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Thg Teacher Corps Progrém;,
- . v T,
recent paper,

. N
the university'qo—dire or descrlbed the process that the
. ™.

2, o ¥
~

ns to assume respohsibility for

, T g . S
n developing their competencies as follogs:™ =%~ | ) N
LT /, Yo L ’ .o, ! G
. « - - o . :
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> - ; o r .. ’ “
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Many interns expressed goncern as to whether thére were a rec- ‘

T
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. "The Teacher Corps has adopted modular instruction as the =t g:g{ﬁ}%\
primary vehdcle to dcvclop compctencies... N '?{"%iif{* ;
Module instruction places major responsibility for lcarnlnol‘ zﬁ fé?ﬂ% -
on the learher. Each module contains a pretest, nerformance i #ffj'
criteria, an opt-out chart, activities related to developln. VAR I
» ) . Lnonledoe and shills )n the module focus area, post test anz RGO
: - demonstration contract. oo . RN
i . .- - . o - . - . .‘.j"b.’. ‘ .
T (The DemonStration cont\AFt was added the following year inﬂCyclé Nine.)
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The module 'thcref01e, was con51dered by the 1nterns and part1c1pants as the
. . - . -
RO vehicle req%rred by the unlver51ty as an 1mportant part of the1r masters proaram. e
AL RS el e
6 -
In Cycle Eight there were 14 required modules and 51x electlves Durlng*the t ;.'

- ..- - s
~) .-,

. ’ inservice year the modules were 4n the process of belng\developed and &ﬁtérns:

ey

~ . l.

worked in them as they nere completed by the unLver51ty, One questlon 1n the" —

\\ L X/-‘\-, M ) '9__~ T
- flnal evaluatlon data prepared by the co- dlréo@or for ﬁﬁe‘NhtlonaJ Teachcr Corps
. 7 =T T
was:’ "Are the défined competencies 1n the pxooosal reached bx,T/acher Gbrps in- -
. LT s XN I
terns .at the completion of the prograii?':; Answet : "“The dzflned COmpetenc1es in
~ f"‘:."_'/, - .. . .

the proposal were 1ncorporated into modules.anﬁfthe :dfe551opa1 Teachlng Com-
X

~ f / // // t,"' . >
N5 petencies' Document. Thenty-nlne interns campifked the’ mod work thus meeting
SRRV ‘ . - ’/'//,-/ - ,:”':"-gszl )
: ..the competénce requirements." e o e b |
.)f/;l £ L AR ) :
L& . kel
The pm1mary emphasis for learning and evaluatrdn Nas the*ﬁﬁdule and as was
"r -.:- [N 1 \
“ . previously mentioned, interns saw little rclatlonsh;Q between‘t %T_ompetenc1es
- T "'." "". X . )
L v \ N
. * - in_ the document and the'module content. Thug a document Wthh first sebmed
. . . . DRERRTEA (I
g\ g; . .‘..
effectlve for helping interns develop and synthe51ze the1r compe%qﬁﬁ%es 1n a :
. N PO P AN L,, A “‘Z:
i

r
classroom settlng was not conslstent with the primary vehlcie of LnsimUct}oq

[
b AR “

>

1

By the end of Cycle Flght the project participants had recognized the 1ncong/ylty:'
- - ,,,k’. ~
of the two and attempted to deslgn a more COmpatable process for‘the'foflow1ng -

N /

R

year. The demon%tratlon contract became one of the most 1mportant aspects of

i [
’ (4 s

module work in Cxcle Nine. Hprc the intern contracted‘with a reg;dent feacher r

. . .
4o

LY * 8 . f~-

to demonstratec-competence in the module focus areca. The part1c1pgnts al/o‘recog-
- . . ‘-\d

.- . ‘ , . e .- 4

ERIC S - S S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic . - Soelte
= . . . ' .




M
3

W
.4 -,ﬂzs

B L4

.o
3

%,

S

.

- ey

. %
4w

r

.'i

_ofx}w

-

«

nized that

T .
L8
“They began
378 ) RSTa
22T

Y]

|,' e

thc 'Eea h

3
ing

-,1

to redes

’

te

Cr1t1ca1 Questlons
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Hany of the interns in. the B

*

tlon fo1 orades,-n

i
- v_‘

-~

-._/

of the summen;they were able

How
-,managlng "their oun*learnl

)\

‘ﬁ‘.?r

/“"".

-seven interns said they found

for reference when they beg1n o tPach

.

the interns met w1th the resource gersons in or

The.focus of these meetings centered on the 1ntern‘s present demonstration of

4

-~

.

*

b 1nd1V1duai "skills reeycsentcd in the

o

/
the interns assume responslblllty for-
the instrument perceived By the

WT

N as an attem t! to haveu1ntcrns "put to et er”
P P 8

S

Competenc1cs docu ent was’ adopted by thcm or1g1na11y

many of the 1nd1v1dua1 behav1?r5’

odules,

/-

N
5

;teprcseuted 1n the various modules as. t ey’ dcmonstrated classroom Performance.

-“ , 3

ign the document_so that it wouLd relate more closely ‘to the’

v “ant
The néw form was.used in"Cygle

[ e T

/

s
\"-.

3

'

"y

‘. .

e

e

N

rafher than as a d1rcct final evalua- -

%e

4

P

if.

competence.and pos51b1e future deve10pment

prlm\?x\y“for this purpose. During the ne//}ﬁ

",

:

‘the:

el D

Te Pnpf§&§“§nair?eachlng Competencles use ful enough

-\Q“

P oeae

“For the¢ most par

W1th master tea
|

}

~

'.»-’

e a t

T
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S

—-—
-

fal}:.rDurlng t

. \‘\.- -

~

\

an 1nrtlat1ng role_en\superﬁlslon.

ot .
L -‘!x\;.».‘,d. &

.

hel- tht program requested meet1ngs with Te-

rt they were respon-

hers and by‘the end

-
NS

\

TWenty-

\\

AN

X

-

.
g}uatlons

~ I

he final eva

der to discuss their competence,_

Y

Y

Response% on the document were used

N2

> ' \“

veek. after@the Bethel session, the

rnterns met 1nd1w1dua11y Wlth the director and 1nstruct1bh31 coordinator at® the

.
N

resﬁlts\b

4

‘ 3
. thear

\

\ £

7\\

s ‘1 -

fth@

\

-~

thn Teacher Corps 1nterns were ‘ask
}

29

in gsome “of them_ descrlbed speC1f1c inci
W-B):. b, v

. with students andrthcn they nceded help and information.

Profe531opa1 1cach1ng COmpctenc1es.

o ~

‘bn;ver51ty 1n-order to drscus§\thc contcnts of their folders,fnd their assessment

N
Qmmer Work
. “\

were able ﬁo talk about the1r own development in reglation to the product§ and the

ed how they assumed responéibility for
dents, when they were 1nvolve*

One example of thls

,7'

.~ .
v

3

o~
"'.

..\.{

There wcre clear <indicatlions dur1ng the mcetlngs that interns
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occurred when a group of interns wére given responsibility for establishing a
* - N - s 5

o

learning ‘resource center in the middle school. They used govwral university and

N
< . Y . o . *
— school resources in order to do so. Since work>’in the modules was required, they
a Ll

: . did not see themselves taking an initiating réle in -the 1gérning (although some
< ' ¥ \ 1) » ) A ‘

L . interns collaborated their efforts while working the modules, often organizing

5 N i . .

ways to get them completed more efficiently in groups). The Teacher Corps interns

‘said theylwere net ¢oncerncd w1th the, results of the Teaching Competencies as they
: s
related to grades Thelr maJor concern was that they were being evaluated in order*
! .
to be hired by thc school district and percelved the results of the document as a -

"~
T T T

7

way for the administrators to make those dec151ons.a ‘ .

The process of evaluation in the Bethel-Pitt program placed emphasls on :

i o )
development and growth. By the end of the summer the interns seemed to, accept ') g

AN

the notion .that they might look honestly.at what they were able to do. There was
. ’

a consIstency reflected in the way in which interns were .encouraged to learn and

!

i

l

, . .
the way in which they were evaluated. ; : . U
= ; : R

i

;

|

:

1

. . 'Sﬁrategy Objective Three: Instfuctional Role as a Construct
e - Iy P .
~e QbJectlve Partlclpants in the program will organlze and cliuster
- . behaviors so that they relate to one another by conceptuallzlng %

™ . ‘ and practicing 1nstn¥ctlonal roles whlch are easlly understood-
RN and managéable by aTl partlclpants N o
: i . ) i
?\ < 2 \Jhe Bethel Park-Pitt Prog1am C - - = j
e - ¥ . <
'\ \;. » i
~ 00 N Ope of the maJor problems with a spec1f1ed llst of competencles is that the ,
X 1

b3
-

S

\- conpetencles are often articulated as

by

,_, ]’

Lo not gelate to.one another. And yet tea '*J/ya{ors generally-agrce that the way

|
S S S ? |
by in whlch teachers synth051ze or 1ntegrat’ the behav16r9k%scmost slgnlflcant 'Soc}a!
: ;
¢« 1+ role theory suggests thqt role orientation is a powerful force * ; fiﬁenc1ng the way |

d i DL,
P "-‘.: .- - (Y -—— 8 a - ]
3 humans organize their fraﬂmentcd behaV1ors The construct of "1ns€Tuctlona1 role ‘
v . P .- . e L .
|
vy . was used -in the Professional- Feachlng Competenc1es document as_ oné way of helplng |
3 i - Ve :
wono - : ‘ 115/ |
:

RICT - I .

e T
34%&3%

[
esin
i

“
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o .

the p\\thipants think about the 1ntcrre1ationsh1ps of skills such as plannlﬁg,,

' N
_implementation and cvaluation for specific 1nst1uction11 purposcs. When the partlv
./ A : .
. cipants were refining the competch1cs associated with each role, they indicated

. e

that they could, as a matter of fact, casily idéntify the various roles and further

sUOgcstcd that for them there were certain behaviors that d1st1ngu1shed one Tole
v ’ ' 3

~4
from anather.’ The Arca 1 "teacher as 1mparte1 of information” was\cfeArly defined
.

<+ L BN

' i ~
\\ \

Arca 2 "teacher as director of learning activities' secmed to, describe large gngun

instruction in which all students, were concerned with the same contént and process.

» ’

Surprisingly, the participaits agreed that it was not crucial for the ”tegcher as
director of activities" to write behavioral objectives, since many experienced
]
/ . teachers who use this as their major instructional role do not write behavioral

i , .
objcctivcs. Although they said.this was not necessarily the most desirable positios
-’ e -

oo for a_teacher education program, if the program was serious about, the developmental

.

’

-

_nature of teaching skills 1t would recognize the realities They further p01nted

out.that, in the past, 1nterns were often able to plan appropriate activities first
and, from this competence, begin to identify behavioral‘objectikes from the activi-

‘ties. Howeyer, the "teacher as designer and manager of 1earning tasks,"jt was

‘

agrccd must be able to write objectives ‘and evaluation as a Ppart bf the designing

process. "The concept of "student learning tasks" in the Area 3 competenc1es implie
- > /_ .
© . ) . . L, N
that the teacher can structure and describe learning.experiemces fzom the students'

» ’ . .

) y 3 ’ - . .
: point of view and write them clearly in student terms. (The "activities" of the

o % . ) R
= - Area & instructional role are often-writtgn in teacher terms.) The evaluation pro-

g

- i . . b )
cesses are described differently in cach role. '"Evaluation strategies” and Yon-

. ‘g01ng evaluation” imply a variety of methods appropriate to the 1nstrnCt10n and -

learning’ reflccted in the particdlar role. The post unfamiliar role Pbr the bethei
R »@C“ v 1] t"’

participants was that of the Arca 4 "tcacher astddsigner. and resourcc for the pro—

cess of 'learning how tollcarn." They said that the competencies, were’ clear and

ERIC B A
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understandable but they oxﬁressed doubt that public. school students could plan

v
.

for their own learning sufficiently to justify the role. They agreed. to include

it, however ideal:.as it scemed, as a possible future role for teachers.

' At the end of the program the muster teachers and C&S supervisors {ndicated
! ' v I oo : .
? - s~ o, .
that the most valuable aspect, of the role construct was that it provided a way
. - : - . N

~ 'y
Com

for them to think about multiple instructional roles. Many suggested that in the

past they had‘conceived\of a singular role for.the “ideal" xeacher which they

- » LI

hoped‘the interns would beOin td'achjeve. The p0551b111ty that a teacher mlght

develop a'Tepert01re of %pstructlonal roles' based on learning outcomes had im-
I ' t .
plication for superV1slon. Thls had not occurred to many C&S supervisgr-trainees

~

before. For them it became a tangible way to accept and give value.to various

_teaching methods It prov1ded a framework to begin to articulate the repertoiré.’

rd -

The multiple role approach was also useful for interns. When they were glyen

1

-the Professlonal Feachlno Cpmpeterc1es at the beglnnlng of the pyogram, they ex-

hRY

o !
_pressed concern as to whether theIe wére Tequired competencies and roles most’
w W ‘ . ’
valued by the p?ogram. By the enc of the summer they had internalized the notion

that they should continue to refine the roles and add to their own repertoire. This

» v S

was redlly what the program valued most. . S
w ) i ) ) ¢ - ' o
2-vThe Teacher Corps Program s '

“Thé six arca'roles ﬁhichkthe Professional Teaching Competehcies represented

- . . .

seemed generaliz able and recognuzablc enough for mlddle school instruction. This
Q e "\ O R "
concern was ralsed at fhc Teacher Corps uniyersity team mectlng in the Fall when

- :’. R

- ‘the documqmt was "discussed for adoptlon The mcmbers generally agreed that the
: . e e
roles were described in such a way as to relate tg.the ingtruction from kindergar-

Sin = .. ten to college. Since nonc of the participants kngy what mew roles would cmerge
i P ’ - .
. frOm ‘the m1ddle schbol fqorgani atlon the existing six seemed approprlatc“ At °

- B

~ - = - r — et .
N 1\)‘\_) . :“ e ' o ’ .

I O . R Pl . . - . . . 0y
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o L . [
., the end of the program it,became clear that there-was an assumptibn in the document

, that nceded to be cxamined for future programs. The 1nstruct10nal roles assumc ) 5
: S 4; |
that the teachcr is reﬁpon51b1e EOP'a large number of students (flom 25 to 100) |

7o

*.' . I 4

dnd specific subject matter over a given period of time. For the most part the
47 " B .
. : Jes . .
Teacher Corps interns did not have these conditions as a setting in which to prac-

v
.o

tice the behaviors of the role construct. They worked with students in tutorial )
¥ , e g ] - : |

experiences, in small groups, in diagnostic sessions and in resource centers. -

[ . i

N . 1] 4
Generally they did not assume full responsibility for the learning of large groups

? of students, but rather supplemented the work of the resident teachers. {In some

- <

instances the resident teachers gave the intern full responsibility for classroom

instruction, but there was little oppoftunity for continuity of subject matter 3

over a long period of time’) When the period for assessment came, the interns,

, - LY

oftea had difficulty relating theiifptactfce to the competencies. For instance,

2 " . . - - - -
. . i

emphasis in their practice'was.placed on the role of tutor aﬁd’also the role of |

. ., 3 ;
- N

d1agnost1c1an neither of whlch the Professional Teaching Competen01es reflected. .
A ‘

. [

However, the part1c1pants found that the. "1nstruct10nal xole" construct 1tse1f1

was useful and when they redesigned the document for Cycle Nine, they attempted to ..

specify roles which the interns might practice more airectlx as. a _part of their ™.

4
1
.
i
-~ -l - - [ = k
‘
1
)
1
4
1
:
:

1 ' _ program expcfience. “In reviewing the data and handouts from the Teacher Corps

N ~

_ project recently, the author of this study found a paper, entitled "Midale SchooL

Terminoldgy Defined, "'prepared.by the Mldd]e School Director of fhc P1ttsburgh

.'? l

i Public‘School in 1972. One item was }isteg<as follows:9 . . gﬁéﬁﬁ*ﬁa

’

s K

ws o
.

3 B

a \ Modlflcatlon of Toachers Role .

- N P

s+ Preservice and in- serV1ce training would be designed to assist the

“ » , teacher in assumlng.thc ‘tole of team member, facilitator, TCSOUrce .
- o _manager, adv1sory, rather th@n imparter” of knowledge. .
oL A " S
. ' Critical Quest1on Is "1nstruct10nal role" a viable construct for
U = organpizing behaviors so that the partlcipants can understand and
- .- obscrve the results7 \ . . -
- T ~ . M R ’

" ~ - .
. N -

Tt . . 4 - - s

- Q ‘ . . - . %*
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PR
. Results from both proorams indicate that “12§truct10nal role' is a v1a§}e
construct for organizing and clustéring behaviors. The multiple role approach

3

) . - <. - . o :
was most .useful to the Bethel participants. But the-experiences 1in the Teacher

Corps program emphasized the need for teacher educators to carefully exami§§ the

if

possibility of\establishing ‘links between ieacher'behavigr and pupil behavzor,

It is very difficult to assess the connections sbetween the verbal behavioriof

- 3

teachers and the cognitive behavior of his/her students. " On the other hagk .

educators may be able ta examine and describe behaviors related to 1nstru§%19nal
¢ . " ..Jazg

roles and’ complementary beh§v1or? welated to learnlng roles 1n order to be n to‘.

A

examine how the roles are 1nterre1ated As we observe more closely the out;omes

(f‘

~

’ -

The limitation of the Proﬁe551o Teaching ‘Comy etenC1es’docum£nt is that,"it does
P

L] > a 4 '
not take into accoupnt the tomplemcntary 1earn1na roles of the students, %égefore

=t

it cannot make any assunp tlons about the effectiveness of’the 1xstruct199élvroles

5«

C]

12 i N [ﬁ . i

!

represented It can onl» descrlbe 1nstruct10na1 roles A’ they ire 5bwr\Eserved
LA : Y

in the various teachlng/learnlng experiences; v . . IS .

.

- ) / .
1 I .
2 C s .
: Strateog Ob1eet1ve'Foﬂr' Mastery/Mbael of Evaluatlon )

Y

AT

. . N
”  Objective: T}e part1c1pants hlll conceptuallze a deve10pmenta1"
set which 'suggests that interns are at various levels of mastery*
of stateJ feaching skills by using a mastery model. for assess- é& -
'

> gﬂgnt of compctenc1es based on the cancept, "Stages of Mastery.'
. % q
R The Bethel pit¥ Prégram L oy' . ) A Yy g;
N \ - - .

< .- .-Since the Professlonal Teachlng Competenc1es documcnt was deslgned asla

. ’ < , zh &
) o strategy fBr developlng teachlng competbnc1es rathcr Qh@ﬂﬁ'.zesearch 1nstrt;ent
_ 2:::_ “ f0r meazﬁ??%% teaching behaV1ors, 1t’was important ‘to find an assessment sf;tem
™ " 3 ¢ ' ;::t Iy ¢ ) * ‘ . " .

ERIC* N L/ : P
P v | . ‘ : i Y e ‘ - "
e r e, , : e S - - ‘ '

s
.

of the interrelated roles “e might be able.to better descrlbe eifectlve 1ﬁ§tiuctlon.
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. . ) i , 33 .
.t ”. e . ce - . ?¥ .

. . e ‘% ot . . .
which was consistent with the purposes apd values'in the strategy itself. An

attempt was made to find an alternative to’the traditional rating scale which
- s . N * ,e , e ,

suggests the unsatisfactory/satisfactory or weakness/strength mode as a basis.

-

This negative/positive rating.approach. is not necessarily conducive to helping

the students look honestly at.what they_are doing (it often implies that they -
. ’ - £ - . .
should be doing something they dre not)* nor is it usgful infermation for identi-

fylng future growth. , : o ' e ; ]
i

The "Stages of Waétery” 10 concd‘. (see page 9) was adopted for the document
for two reasons 1) It provided an alternative to the negatlve/p051t1ve rating
ot ? }p ) . *
and would articulate the notiont of levels of dewelopment of skills. 2) It would

3 N ° v > “ A '

: \ NPT . ST : .11
provide a model for teachers to begin to .consider a version of mastery learning
L. . . . R . s
, .

for their own pupils. <. .- a

Mastery learning, as it was nodified for the Bethel-Pitt program, included

~ '

the assuﬁption that the igterns could 'develop teaching. cofipetencies:. if the,

> '

. & . . ' . NN
expecPations of the program were described and the Professional Teaching Competens
- - . . ' i . Y '
L . . . PPy Lo - L VT
cies provided as guidelines; if interns were helped with on-going feedback; if -
o . .. , ’ A 1

time was not the critical factor <o achieve ﬁqstery; and if c¢lear criterion were

.‘7

estaPllshed.301ntly by the 1ntern and staﬁf ‘In a.ﬁrog}an?which values .the ele-

ments of the developmentdl proces: of learnlng, as well as quality achievement
\ =

and mastery of skllls” it was dlfflcult for»some partLCLpants at f1rst to reconc11e:
i ,

e s .

these. The program did-nos specify required competencies nor predetermined criteri
. . N . by <«

”
- - 3 .

- > + . o . . Y B -t -~ .
at the beginning; but, it did specify that interns would develop new skikls con-

. oo y : O Cols . Dsps ; .
sistently, and move toward a level of maStery whlch was identified and demonstrated

- PO
i

.in plannlng se551ons and classroom 1mplcmcntat10n. .Onlgoing feedback and perioﬂic

, o < R - ' ) >
assessment prov1ded an cmerglng set of cr1ter11 and skills wh1ch were‘ﬂlscuSSed
-

.\ ¢
Ny

frcqucntly so that interns could dctermlne "how they weére d01ng Time was not
. -2 Ty
the cr1t1ca1 factor-to achlevc mastery, ‘in” that all inferns were not expected to

- . 7 o
- r M » . s c, -
N

-




y dcwclop>the sdme ski{is at the saheatime. « The term, ”mastfry" itself was_elusive
"o participants. ThetStagps ofqhhstcr;rco&e inoicated that level 4, Demonstration;f
was the appropriate‘”mastery”gle;e}. 'Fpe 1t was 1mportant to convey to all partl-
cipants the recognition that bccaqse)teaigéhg skllls are,complex, the teacher con-

7 . 4, 8 . -

o

tinyes to refine and integrate new behaviors. It is difficult to®think of a teach-
.4‘ . ~ ’ L

ing behavior as an isolated skill to be mastered, bit rather as a skill to be inte-

e

\

' * . N . o, .
. - . o, ‘ . .
grated with otlier belaviors as one continues to add t6 an emerging sense of compe-

- . .
. - A

‘tence. (The level 5, Maintenance, was an attempt to indicate further growth.) -
« N —_——"s ' ] . . >

For thé most partiintegps,and staff were not able to design and specify‘criter-
ion for measuring teachihg behoriors with the 5recision of the scieptist:. Some .
(especially’science aho math perticipants) did.attempt to'dolso: The others were
oo L s . S
satisfied to observe and discuss the assessment le;éls as they perceivéd- them to

. . . . . ST + ) N
be and give recasons fo "their decisions. ' .

~ [ — : T, ~ ) . R - . . L
. During the final program evaJuation~all participants werd asked whether they

} > -

used the Stages of “astery as a rating scale or. as a means to 1dent1fy levels of

[} +

deve .opment. Five (out of twelve) master teachers sa1d they used it as a ratlng,

2 ~ - P ’

eleven (of thlrty) 1nterns also said they d1d and all eIGVen C&S superv1sors indi-

° .

-

cated that they d1d not use it as a rating. Four C§S supervxsors reported later,

-

that they had used the Professional Téaéhiqg Competéncies document the following

oo TS & ‘ > .
‘ . . . . . s . !“ ’ 0
year in their own schodl district with teachers,,and supervisors:-
o R , e SRy
The Tdacher Corps Program - e o ; !
== — - - < T

. N h v (Y b . . .
The Teacher Corps‘interns gencrally viewed the process of evaluatloh as a
- - }
dlrect decision making .one Wthh would bé‘Used for detcrmlnlng whether they would

be hlred by the P1ttsbu1gh Publlc School system after they completed theegrogram

. When they were asked uhcther they uscd the Stagcs of Vastery as a rating

twenty-
ftve (out of twenty- nlnc) 1nte1ns sald thqy had Results on their 1nd1v}hual' ‘
¢ Ze -

proflles showed a high percentagc of leved 4 “and. 5 responses for most 1ﬂterns.

r, ’ o
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. During interviews some-interns suggested that they viewed. the numbers in the '

- . «

L4 . \ -
code as if they related to a typical grade scale, that is: 0 =
oy, N R

There was strong indication that the interns and

F, 1=0D,5=A.

kdam ledaders had not been able .

P .
” <

to internalizc the concept, Stagés of Mastery, since £8r the most paxt thgy had
~ ) ¥

v
.

used the 0 - 5 as a rating scale. : T

. , B

‘An interesting note: One school district which'began to use the Professional

”

Teaching Competencies document with teachers®had changed the coding system so that
. g p , /r g g sy

e staff djd not use the numerical code suggested. They decided to use the words,
. s"

w . . . .. -
. Non-Readiness, Recadingss, ‘Development, Practice, Demonstration, and Maintenance
. . . . v - . R N , "’ ’. -
in order to identify the levels of development. This makes a great déal of sense;

the author wonders why it bad not becn done sooner and strongly recommends a new
. A

coding System be used without nimbers. ’
. .

Critical Question: Werc thre participants able to internalize the .o

o developmental concept by using the Stages of. Mastery 1is it wag\in:
tended? B ;

- - 3
Y

Although some interns and.master teachers in the Bethel-Pitt program indicated

. a

Y ,

.

thaﬁ they had ﬂifficult§ witﬁthe conceﬁt of levels of mastcry; for the most part ,
] ’ .,\ . .

the parnicipan%s in the.progrdm were ahle to relate to the developmental process

. 4 i

. ‘ . -t . - . .
to, some degiee. There were scveral aspects of the program which supported the
. N N N 'J\'

, .

L N R - s
developmental notion; the.C§S supervisors and master teachers themselves had, bougl#

into the-process. The feedback and final ecvaluation 'of the interns were consistent

~
~ , -

with the notion. - - . .

. -

53

- ‘ .- _ \

However, the overriding concern for_ being hired seemed to be one significant

* factor in the Teacher Corps program which discouraged a developmental set. In

' ’ . ) t > - N - ) -

any casc the Teacher Corps interns werc not able to use the Stages  of Mastery as

[ . °
v

it was intended. It may be that a profile assessment which is used for critical -

e

- —~ . Y { [ Lo C AL v . . R
4%§%cision making such as hiring, tenure and salary may not, by its.very nature, en-

) - SN ~ ! < o ‘
couragé the attitudes neccessary for emphasis .on the developmental process.
- = \ S e - — ‘
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Summary
S2mary

’
\

~ an \ )

An attﬁmpt has been m

ade

to summarize.the hatyre of the two intern programs.

v

and significant cvents of each in order to describe: the outcomes of ‘the four objecc-

‘ e .

M -

?

’

-* . /‘a. ’ . . - .
tives included in the strategy of the Profcssfonq} Teaching Competencies. The

¢ .

descriptions indicate clearly that the two ﬁrograhs were very different--the number

of.support personnel and subsequent degree of workload commitment; the difference

. . \

- .

in fLéld site conditions (one, a high school suburban summer setting, the other,
. .

a middle school urban school year); the maturity of cach program (one, terminating®

. . j ,

af&sr 13 ,summers, xhe_dtﬁér, beginning its first year). Qne might question the

@

3

» -

L . L . : . . . ¢
wisdom of making any soiind ebservations; considering the exteny of the differenc
E ! L . . ~ " T

§> |

.possible to identify some critical elements.:

€s.

S

’

t by looking closely at the strategyland the document in both programs, it is

.
»

+ .

The Profes§ioﬁal_Teaching Competencies was .designed for the Bethel-Pitt

¢

rogram gnd, for the most part, was effective/as g strategy in-the rogram”it
program gnd, j P 3 gy 1n_ prog

~

. - \
was intended for. It was subsequently adopted for the Tegcher Corps Program.

The outcomes suggest that -the Teacher Corps staff responsﬂble for its adoption

’

were unable t& look closely enough at the components of that program,in order to

I

determ}né specifically whaf the document would be used for and how it would be

-0
B .

implemented. TheTe werc some assurptions but pot a clearly designed structure.

+ Al

y review of Cycle Eight‘by the National

N

»

This problem surfaced during a .preliminar
- S, s .

- t

v ’

Teacher Corps. It scemed thcf%_had been no role designated for a program develop-
v : . :
therefore no single person was responsible for designing, imple-

menting and monitoring’ the program éompoﬁent§. The role of program developer. wa
R ’ -, : . P * . . s '

‘- . -
.
o

cregted and filled in Cycle Nine.
. . o

. » . . . .
Anothen critical clement, -the interns' own learning attitudes,

4

-
.

1

was highlighted

-

by coﬁbaring the two pfograms.'}Ihe'Béthcliﬁitt’program had, as a high valuc pri

or-
, .

ity, the belief that in learning and internalize a set °

terns should manage théir own

»

-




of attitudes which enccuragegcontinual growth and development beyond the limits
. ~ E ,ﬂ\‘ .
of the program. ‘It was designed to facilitate that priority and the participants,

’

for the most part, bought into it. With the;;ummer setting as the?experience

y X S 9
t thq supportive atmosphere allowed the Staff ;p nurture the development of the
Q,ﬂ" oy
interns and still challenge them continuallyfwith feedback and new informatiom. °

Interns, in 1urn, challenged the staff who a%so acknowledged that they were develop-

Ne

ing new skills. At the end of the summer %pp intern noted that the Area 4 comne-

» . . - ¢ +
tencies (page 13) were actually more appropriate for the 1n%ern in the role of
. - £ ﬁ

»student than in"the role 'of instructor, since that" was the role of the staff during

g the experieénce. ) a T .

- ! L] . - -

The Teacher Corps planners also indicated that they valued the devélopmental

' -
’
. . 5 ©

process, ‘but the expendiencies of the urban’ 25c-hool setting and the various. forces

LS
B

». - vhich acted upon the 1nterns and’ staff during the school year«could not prov1de.

. s

the dcgree of Ssupport and challenge ngided gc nurture the studEnt 1n1t1ated learn-

- \ . »
. N

o '*Ning style. Interns were busy meetingithe expectations of the school, the university,

. ’) " ) » * Y £ b
. g ‘~ - -
t the students, the communitv and’ various Lnd1v1duals ' The advantage of,this kind

LAY

- ! r

‘ *tof teacher education,,however is* that'inteﬁgs develop sophisticated coping‘skills

. . » -

" &nd tiose who surv1ve best are the ones witH a high\tolefance for ambiguity,.; L
o Thits’ teachers in a large public school sen;igg_may need. survival and coping
- 3 -~ T -
.. . . . t
’ sk111> before they can feel secure enough‘to look c}osely at_their own learnin®- .
1

style dand eValuate their competence &ealistically. The implications of this, how-
€ 'l [} A

"o ever, suggest that teacher, eduCators and adginistrators cannot .expect teachers to

' - L
-

. 'do,anything verygglfferent W1th their own plpils¢ Theywhave few alternative models
e LT K ‘e T ! *»
. ) . . w.) . K L. N
et -for Icharning. : ( AR . ) t L )
i e e Ceg s . . . -
? I - } The Profe551onal Teaching Conpetencies as a Strategy ' ) .

- ’ . The purpose of the study was to suggest;the effectiveness and limitations -of
) ' ] : ‘A

the Profe551oxal Teaching Competcnc1es as strafegy for . deveIoping teaching compe-
s ¥ 9
* : K i ct » N ?{ SN - AN L
o ~ S . ’ ' ’ oo i C
:‘:EMC _. . . ‘ ) y\‘y””’ . . . -~ ’ N :39 “ ) . . 1 ‘ j
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L . .




@

- ’

tencies. The stratogv 1ncluded four ob1ect1vcs (page 2) In both. programs the

document was a vehicle for mutual'collabo%qtioh,,and especially in tHeBethel=
~Pitt program, it provided a commen vocgbulary and instructional role gonstruct
%2 a® - = . f . * . v

for the digloguet The role orientation, itsel'f, 43 a way of organizing behaviors,

o

was effectlve¢1n both pmggrans, altheugh the existing instructional roleéjneed

. - . -
% d « A "

I3

more additions\and reflncmcnt. " The multiple role approach scemed to he.CSpecially
.L t 3 E N A \F‘ PR ] ! -
. uscful to the jﬁpcfvisors and the notlon of a “r\pcrt01re of instructional roles'

- ~ - .

’

provided anmother perSpective for thinking’about he nature of the tegching/learn%ng
. ) ; ;’ . N . .
experience. . * ) & L
N & i . - ’
! . z . ) L. . - . ~
The mastery model of evaluation was cffective in the Bethel-Pitt program,”

— N
~

but was generally not effeétive'in the Teacher Carps Program. The°Sﬁages of
Mastery Code was used in order tb establish an 1ntern proflle 1nd1cat1ng that

. - - N h

&
they were at var10u< levels of dcvclo“meﬁt of new ki Lls. It was'not intendcd to

L *

.
- L} . ] Al

. .o
N\ be a rating system. T%e Teacher Corps interng#and staff. began tc use it as a rating,

e;urperhaps~im;par; be . the numbers in?the cod? (pagf:Qi might easily shggeqt a

v . .

N ' ’ . 4 . . “
rating scale. However, the interns were in a-public sé
- e . . . Y .

hd -‘ -

‘rating as 4 primaiy way to evaldhteustudenté. S
; . Pary It
‘ - :

, The Professional Teachlng Competcnc1es was des1gnedaas a strategy for dcve10p~A

“—_".,(’ - s N a

ing; teachrno ceﬂpetonc;es, nbt as an 1nstruncn1 fog neasu11ng‘tetch1ng behav1ors.

&
=

3

- 'Huallmltatlep ~therefore is that“&t cannot make any assumptlons or draw conclus-

] . (&

. ' ;@x ‘ 2
ions conternlng the effectlveness of | the teachlng.compete cies, as they relate to

.. »
learnlng‘outcomes. It only descrlbes 1n§truet10nd? roges as they are now mai;/ESt

N

v . - U
It is not a rgsearch 1nstrumcnt. The major 1mp11cat10n oflthis is. as “Follows:

' N
v - .l xS ' . . | . ) ‘}

if the aoove dlstlnctlon is not clear to "all partrC1pants in a teacher educatlon.
. Ll .
- . IR

1
program, they may bcgln td use the documernt as it were somethlngﬁlt Was neVer
' I v ‘4 e ‘ , + ‘.‘ il .

1ntendcd to bé. Fhe artlculatsgn of the strategy for any g{yen competency instrument

(-

X
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"is critical for all participants involved with it, - .

hd pous
i

: .
. e v -

_ = A . . . i )
. RN Statements of ""Tcaching Cempetencies" - 1
STy, ) '\ o ) » R !
There was reference in the 1ntroductlo§ of this study to act1V1t1es by the 9
Ol : et

Pennsylvaniamgppartmcnf*bf Educatlon for encouraglng educators to 1n1t1ate be-

, “ o

o havioral compgtency stud1es. Educators all over, the state have generated profess- |
= . . !

1ona1 teachlng competencles (see reférence Note 1) and continue€ to do so. Perhaps %

. o ° ,5 :
thi{tlme is approachlng for teacher “educators to thlnk .carefully about the nature

[
. - . ‘ « :

- K

of a given list of compgtencies. Examples of the kinds, of questions one can begin

-~ = f - A - |
e . R .. . N R . t

) to ask are: ’ \ i :\‘:' |

. — [ . - . . .

. . 1. Is it a broad, “generalizable _ list of conpetencles that all profess-’ B
' * " "“ional teachers .should eventually develop at%some point in their . '
. careers (and vhen)9 . ) o e
' o 4

. 2, Isit a limitcd Tealistic list for a particular _ teacher educatlon. N
: ‘ -program for a reilatively short period of development° If so does the ~9mf
’ program have éxperiences designed for students to practice the compe- e
tencies? Lapﬁgartlclpant> recognize the limitations:and see beyond -

_ the limits of the tra1n1nywprogram and the list? -~ Co. ~

. T~
) ¥ = !
= 7 3..Is it -a let of competenc es  for evaduatlon and. research whrch:*sk\‘ B -
j. examining learning outcoms:s as its major purnos@&& - v
7u"*\‘ Most 1mportant= d lrst of com>etencies is a useful, but fraggented descrlpfioni
e . o ¥ _ 1

*'x;:

of what teachers ‘do Sr Qught to do. It Wlll remain fragmented and vague unless a |

. : |

A

. clear strategy and,rat;onale are’ developed in COncert w1th theglist and- 1nterna11 ed}

by -those who use it. T - e .

. A 4 . . . , e s

: ] , . f .. |
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NOTES  .*
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1. Pa CBTE Handbook: A Resaurce for Develoning Competnecy Based
Teacher Educatrion Procorams. s Edited by Sam Craig, Burcau of Academlc 1
Programs, Pennsylvania Dcpartment of Education. On .June 3, 1973 over -

350 educators met in Lotk llaven, Pa. to compile an interim 1nvento1y Ny

of competencies to be used for state guidelines from a list of. 50,000
previously genoratcd compctency statements. .

o

Program," mimcographed handbook for applicants, University of Pittsb
June'.1973., - v

Id

2. Peter A. Soderbergh, "What You Should hnow About the- Graduate Intelniiii:ﬁ .
arghs

3. Kathryn Atman, "Final lvaluat:on of Cycle Eight Teacher:Corps Middle
Schoel Pro;ect " mlmcographed document, t, University of Pittsburgh, 1974.

4. Kathryn Atman, "Final Evaluation of Cycle Eight Teacher Corps."
In one sectlon Dr. Atman states: page 6, 7.
”Majqaflessons learned. during the C)Clg;&

a consistent, coherent management systenm, Wl
needs assessment, careful planning, consi§tent: 1mp1ementat10n and clear

communication. Of equal importance was the need for positive working rela-

1t Project are the need for

, was apparent. This®* includes

tionships with all concerned; principals; re51dcnt staff, Board of Education,

un1v0r51tv persenncl dnd chchcn Corps personnel. Collabqrative deeision

", making must bBe. a tangible force: worklnq‘throughout'fhe program. This can
come about only when there is a democratic base. of operations wherc communi-
cation lines arebkept open.'".

\ . \ N I3 . \\.:-.

S _‘\iS. athryn Atman;'"?B1E Whither To? How Far? and Why?" an unpubl:ehsd\papcr

-y

-

-+ “delivered Jdnuarg§> , 1975, to a symposium in the Division of Specialized ~

-.Professional Ucve Kapment, UnJver51ty of Pittsburgh, page\lz s

,‘ w}.):}.

C

6. In the final ev11 Q&ion data, the titles of .modules were listed as follows:

 Required: Mlddje‘-ﬁhool Task Force; Behavioral Objectives; Taxonomy of
Quesﬁlonlng, PhRaS}hg qf Questlonan' Special Education; Team Lffcctlvcness,
Réadihg; Test Cohsﬂructqon,,fplelduallzed Instruction; Career Education;
Supe1v151on' Pra lédnhqg, Suberv1€10n Self/Pecr; Psychomotor Education;

. Professional Relahyohs A . -

~. N - %
EORTY \\ . W

o

A

"~Electives: Games a“ﬁ ;inﬁl ation Value Glarlflcatlon,»ConCept Dcvelopment

'-

The Self Theory and t ﬁranses@enx Plaget's Deyelopmental Theory' Designing

Instructlonq] Modules ‘i{ CTaR N T Q .. S

34 RS
L \ * \,2\, ""f

78 Kathlyngé;man, "Final ﬁ%~ V%;lon bf‘ Xclc Flght Teacher Corps P1o;ebt‘" pagc 16

\ \t‘\\

- Mass.: Addison Wesley, } pra?o Jﬁﬁyﬁ/G See_a\so, PBruce BlddTe and -
Edwan Thomas (eds.) Role ?&AQ $\ Gt axch, New.York, Wiley,

1966 . . N \m-"\/i:\:‘ - . ‘Z‘ - -
~ . 2 . l\ R . . . (C‘
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. g \, L 19 - - b4 N
» ) N ¢
' . i g
W AEED NS . .
- i i %u»?w i hag AL 7o :
.‘\t" I A G
NN 1 T

N N Y *:\\\*' .:.'..». ,-J ra A v, t .

8. Theodorc R. Sarbin and V L At ‘-”Role Thcng;” in G. Llﬁdzy ang
E. Alonson, ds.) andbo@ i kaoc1al ﬂycholqay, 2nd ed.) Vol. Rcadlng,k
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~  -%iw... 9. Alma B. Evans,"Middle School Terminology Defined," mimcographed paper
i € .. - . presented to Pittsburgh Public School middle school teachers, July 10,
g A7 1972, : . .
‘L»’.A E i I y . A )

/ 10. Robert G. Dilts, "Devclopment and Application of a Cogﬁ{tiéé Verb List to
-» Facilitate Analysis of Matjematics Textbooks.'" Unpublished dissertation,

M . *University of Pittsburgh, 1970, pages 26-29. In his dissertation Dilts .
: : presents the concept, -""Stages of Mastery” as it evolved during his research.-
2 e ‘ ‘ - .

11.. There are now many versions of mastery Ilearning in existence, many .in
. subject areas with conctete, specifically sequenced skills,.and many with
A emphasis on systematic and pre-designed instruction. Sce James H. Block

K (ed.) Mastery Ledrning, Thedry and Practice New York, Holt, Rinehart: and

. .
~—

_'Winston, Inc., 1971 also J. Block (ed.) Schools, Society and Mastery

. A
Y . Learning, New.York, Holt, Rinechart and Winston, 1974.
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